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Sources and Uses of Funds of Academic Libraries 
JACOB COHEN 
KENNETH W. LEESON 
WHEREDO UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES get their money and how do they spend 
it?’ While the expenditures of academic libraries are relatively well docu- 
mented, this is not true of the sources of funding. For example, much more 
is known about how expenditures are divided between salary and mate. 
rials than about the relative importance of foundation support versus gifts 
in kind. In this paper, the analysis of the uses of funds relies heavily on 
the Machlup and Leeson study of the dissemination of information.2 The 
portion on sources of funds is drawn from the results of a questionnaire 
sent to members of the Association of Research Libraries. 
SOURCES OF FUNDS 
To provide an initial perspective on the magnitudes involved, Table 
1 shows total operating expenditures (excluding capital outlays) for all 
college and university libraries. These figures represent funds from all 
sources (excluding those for capital expenditures). 
With no adjustments for inflation, total funds in current dollars are 
seen to have steadily increased, in fact, tripling over the ll-year period 
studied. By 1975, academic libraries had become a “billion-dollar indus- 
try.” In real terms, however, the increase is a less impressive 66 percent 
-from $528 million to’ $877 million. On a per student basis (with allow- 
ances made for growth in the student population), the overall increase is 
80 percent in nominal dollars. In real dollars, funds per student are vir- 
Jacob Cohen is Professor of Economics and Finance, University of Pittsburgh; and 
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York University. 
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Sources 43 Uses of Funds 
tually unchanged. The annual percentage increase in funds per student 
was positive until 1973, and negative thereafter (except for 1976). This 
suggests rising revenues during the first half of the period under study, 
followed by a decline. Without an allowance for student growth, percent- 
age increases in real dollars do not become negative until 1977. The de- 
cline in per capita support after 1972 roughly coincides with a decline in 
library expenditures in proportion to total university expenditures. Library 
support from the university budget (by far the library’s major source d 
funds, as later discussion will show) declined from a high of 4.8 percent 
in the years 1972-73, to 3.9 percent for 1975-77. 
THE OVERALL OPERATING BUDGET 
The thirty university libraries responding to the questionnaire were 
divided into three categories-north public, north private and south 
public, with the bulk of the respondents falling into the second category 
(see Table 2) .  Clearly, the sample is not adequate for all these categories. 
The change in budget size for the years covered in the questionnaire 
responses indicates a larger percentage increase in southern public univer- 
sities due primarily to the library budget increases of universities 29 and 
30. University support of the library is analyzed in the last two columns of 
Table 2. That “financial effort’’ is not a determinant of budget size is evi- 
denced by the weak relation between library budgets and percentages of 
support from the total university budget (the rank correlation is -.01). 
The responses indicate a weakening in university support; the weighted 
average change in this area was a -.66 percent for north public univer- 
sities. Nevertheless, budgetary growth is correlated with a change in the 
percent of university support (the rank correlation is a significant 44 
percent) .3 While the size of library budgets is apparently more a function 
of the size of the institution’s overall budget than of the degree of support, 
growth of the budget has depended on an increased percentage of support. 
Many of the libraries exceed the 5 percent level of support (ex- 
pressed as a percentage of university budget) suggested by the Committee 
on Standards of the Association of College and Research Libraries in its 
1959 ~tatement.~ On the average, however, they fall short, even the north 
public universities. The revision of this statement calls for 6 percent out- 
l a y ~ . ~These percentages of support can be compared with data compiled 
by the Association of Research Libraries. The results of their 1975 ques- 
tionnaire show the median percentage of support for eighty-eight libraries 
to be 3.5 percent; the maximum, 8.3 percent; and the minimum, 1.1 
percent.s 
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TABLE 2. OVERALL LIBRARYBUDGETS 

Change in Fund.?from 

Library Budget % Cver University Change in % 

University (latest comjlete Years Years as %of of Univ. 

Number year$gures) Covered Covered Univ. Budget Budget 

North Private 
1 8 5,773,339 109.5 1970-77 3.51 .16 
2 12,083,000 57.5 1970-77 4.10 .80 
3 3,016,407 79.1 1970-77 4.72 .25 
4 3,494,000 46.9 1974-77 1.51 -.28 
5 3,951,140 58.3 1970-77 3.60 - .53 
6 6,189,466 41.7 1972-77 
7 5,945,000 44.9 1973-77 2.00 .10 
8 2,575,920 48.1 1973-77 5.00 0.00 
Average 5,378,534 60.6 3.48 .24 
North Public 
9 6,404,000 89.4 1970-77 2.43 -1.51 
10 11,654,873 77.8 1969-77 4.31 -3.04 
11 3,726,188 9 .4  1974-77 
12 2,258,869 83.4 1970-77 
13 4,627,619 24.6 1972-77 5.20 - .30 
14 3,254,762 18.7 1973-76 2.13 - .26 
15 7,406,990 82.1 1969-77 4.84 .54(1970-77) 
16 4,417,475 35.4 1970-77 3.00 -1.70 
17 2,469,198 29.3 1970-77 6.48 1.37f1974-77) 
18 2,264,074 26.9 1970-77 1.90 - .50 
19 2,985,264 28.3 1970-77 6.60 - .50 
20 8,026,280 106.9 1970-77 3.30 - .10 
21 5,052,000 60.7 1970-77 7.00 -1.00(1971-77) 
22 5,508,000 83.3 1970-77 7.20 -2.70 
23 3,623,988 23.6 1974-77 4.70 - .40 
24 11,865,876 92.8 1970-77 4.80 1.oo 
25 2,707,566 121.5 1970-77 4.20 1.10 
26 8,960,000 49.6 1970-77 4.54 -0.36 
Average 5,406,279 64.4 4.55 - .66 
South Public 
27 4,814,800 18.8 1974-77 3.00 -.30 
28 978,555 -20.8 1973-77 2.53 -3.47 
29 6,245,000 116.4 1971-77 
30 3,266,565 106.4 1970-77 4.92 1.87 
Average 3,826,230 74.8 3.64 .14 
Source: Replies to questionnaire sent to ARL members. 
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BREAKDOWN OF THE LIBRARY BUDGET 

Table 3 shows a b r e a k d m  of the library budget. Respondents were 
asked to provide historical data for the years 1970-77, and earlier if avail-
able, on sources of funds from the university; from federal, state and local 
grants; gifts in kind; endowment income (including consumption of capi- 
tal) ; and fees and fines. In a number of libraries, fees and fines revert to 
the university budget. Nevertheless, when these data were supplied, they 
were included. The most recent year’s figures were used for each library 
consistent with the comprehensiveness of the data supplied. Initially, aver- 
ages were used for the years covered in the responses, but this seemed to 
have had a distorting effect due to frequent data omissions. 
The problems of comparing these libraries are, of course, enormous 
due to the uniqueness of each responding institution. More campus li-
braries may have been included in one response than in another. Some 
special revenues received may have been reported under different head- 
ings.Data indicated as not available had to be treated as a zero value 
for averaging purposes. The notes accompanying the table partially indi- 
cate the diversity of budgetary practices. 
Several generalizations emerge from analysis of Table 3. The domi- 
nance of university funds is overwhelming. Southern public universities 
show the highest dependence (97 percent), followed by northern public 
universities (92 percent). Those least dependent on such funding are 
northern private universities (83 percent). The obverse aspect is the 
significance of gifts and endowment income for private universities. The 
weighted average (probably understated because “not available” amounts 
are treated as zero) for northern private universities is 13 percent, com- 
pared with 3 percent and 1 percent for northern and southern public 
university libraries, respectively. The 27 percent figure for a leading east- 
em private university (no. 2)  is particularly noteworthy. 
Cash gifts include foundation support. Table 4 provides a statistical 
view of the uses to which this support is put. Books and other materials 
rank relatively low; the bulk of foundation funds is used for construc- 
tion, special studies, faculty research grants and other purposes. Some 
prominent support foundations are Ahmanson, Kresge, Danforth, Lilly, 
Mellon, Rockefeller, and the Council on Library Resources.7 
Most public grants are state funded. The figures for two Illinois 
academic libraries that are members of ILLINET reflect state reimburse- 
ment for their interlibrary loan activities. The four research and reference 
centers, specified in Illinois law, and three special resource centers, both 
of which categories include academic libraries, earned a total of $678,440 
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TABLE 3. INDIVIDUAL OF FUNDSSOURCES AS A PERCENTAGE 
OF TOTAL BUDGETIBRARY 
Uni- Uni- GRANTS GIFTS 
uersity uersity Endow. Fees €3 Total 
Number Funds Federal State Local InKind In Cash Income Fines Budget 
North Private 
1 81.2 0.3 0.3 11.2 0.2 5.9 0.9 100 

2 70.8 1.9 11.0 16.4 100 

3 85.8 0.1 0.1 1.3 12.1 0.6 100 

4 95.6 4.3 0.1 100 

5 92.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 3.9 1.5 1.7 100 

6 81.6 3.4 0.3 0.6 12.2 1.0 100 

Weighted --7 93.3 2.8 2.0 1.9 100 
8 95.7 0.2 0.6 3.5 100 

Average 83.4 2.7 13.3 100 

North Public 
9 93.0 1.5 3.3 0.3 1.6 0.3 100 

10 95.5 1.8 1.2 1.5 100 

11 96.7 0.3 1.5 0.8 0.7 100 

12 93.1 1.2 1 .o 4.6 100 

13 97.8 1.5 0.4 0.3 100 

14 96.2 0.7 0.1 0.1 2.9 100 

15 86.8 0.1 2.3 0.5 10.8 100 

16 91.5 6.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.8 100 

17 95.0 0.2 4.7 0.01 0.2 100 

18 99.6 0.2 0.3 100 

19 99.9 0.1 100 

20 83.7 2.0 6.1 4.1 0.3 3.8 100 

21 97.0 1.3 0.6 0.6 0.5 100 

22 90.8 4.8 2.5 0.1 1.2 0.6 100 

23 92.5 0.1 5.0 2.5 100 

24 
25 93.0 1.4 0.3 5.3 100 

26 97.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 1.3 0.7 100 

85.4 2.7 1.7 0.3 1.2 8.4 0.3 100 

Weighted --
Average 92.4 2.7 3.0 100 

South Public 
27 99.2 0.1 0.6 0.2 100 

28 
29 94.6 0.1 2.2 3.0 100 

30 98.9 0.2 0.8 0.1 100 

95.7 0.4 3.7 0.3 100 

Weighted --
Average 97.0 0.3 1.3 100 

Notes to Table 3: 
No. 1 -Local Grant comes from Venezuela, for only one year 
No. 2-Fees and Fines included under Gifts in Cash 
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TABLE 3. -Continued 

No. 4 -Endowment Income includes small grant from U.S. DHEW 
No. 5 -One major group of libraries is excluded 
No. 11 -Gifts in Kind were indicated as “gifts” 
No. 12-Fees and Fines are really “fees and cost recovery” 
No. 15- 	 The 10.8percent shown under Fees and Fines reflects largely “institutional 
funds” and, to a lesser extent, “auxiliary enterprises.” Institutional funds are 
an allocation to the library of a portion of total indirect cost funds coming 
to the university from outside grants and contracts. “Auxiliary enterprises” 
represents profits from copying machines in the library. 
No. 17-State Grants refers to money earned through ILLINET for state inter- 
library loan 
No. 22 -Fees and Fines includes sales and services 
No. 24 -Fees and Fines includes book replacements, publication programs and self-
supporting programs 
No. 25 -Federal Grants includes state and local grants 
No. 27 -Gifts in Cash included in Endowment Income 
No. 29 -Endowment Income includes miscellaneous trust funds and cash gifts 
TABLE 4. FOUNDATION TO ACADEMIC FOR 1976-77GRANTS LIBRARIES 
1976 1977 
Total number of colleges and universities 111 102 
Uses o j  Funds 
Construction $ 4,200,000 $ 2,619,489 
Books 1,210,000 801 ,652 
Other materials 817,400 641,424 
Special studies 942,731 4,141,526 
Faculty research grants 
Other purposes 
5,751,418 
4,215,359 
1,710,276 
2 ,674,407 
Total $17,149,408 $12,588,774 
Source: The Foundation Center. Cornsearchfor Libraries. 1976, 1977. 
in FY 1978.* The New York State Interlibrary Loan Program (NYSILL) 
has contracts with twelve libraries, including academic libraries. Each re-
ferral library receives an annual participation grant plus a unit fee for 
each request that is searched and/or filled.s 
The importance of federal grants to academic libraries is probably 
understated in Table 3. The Higher Education Act of Nov. 1965 has 
provided financial support for materials purchases (Title II-A) , library 
training and research (Title II-B), and resource-sharing (Title II-C) .lo 
The grants under Title II-A are relatively trivial from the standpoint of 
the large research library. Three to1 four thousand flat grants of between 
$3500 and $4000 are made annually to every eligible academic library in 
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the country. The distribution of funds for fiscal years 1968-75 is shown in 
Table 5. 
Title 11-B funds cover two programs. The first, funded at $1 million 
annually, provides grants for research and demonstration projects, some 
of which may have gone to academic libraries. The other program fi-
nances fellowships for library school students, and supports workshops and 
institutes to update the skills of practicing librarians. Neither of these pro- 
grams adds to the unrestricted revenues of academic libraries since they 
are earmarked for these specific purposes. Data on library education pro- 
grams are given in Table 6. 
Title 11-C was first funded in FY 1978, and provides grants to re- 
search libraries to stimulate resource-sharing. Twenty major grants, chiefly 
to large university libraries, were made that year; federal legislation has 
authorized 150 grants per year. 
When allowance is made for federal library expenditures, federal 
support is enormously increased. I t  has been estimated that federal “use” 
expenditures for 1977 totaled $2.3 billion.” This includes expenditures of 
$193 million for scientific and technical libraries; $82 million in direct 
federal subsidies, such as the Library Services and Construction Act of 
1964 (LSCA) l2 and the Higher Education General Information Survey 
(HEGIS) ; an estimated $45 million for abstracting and indexing ser- 
vices; $768 million for federally supported search services; and $120 mil- 
lion for other library services.13 
THE CAPITAL BUDGET 
A record of construction expenditures for 1966-76 indicates a total 
cost of $1.9 billion, two-thirds of which applies to the first half of this 
period. From 1966 to 1971, library projects were principally funded by 
federal grants and loans. In  the second five years, financing was largely 
through local public or private funds.14 The average cost of projects 
after 1966 suggests the increasing involvement of larger institutions, with 
smaller ones dropping out. 
USES OF FUNDS 
CHOICES AMONG ALTERNATIVE USES 
Several choices have to be made by librarians when they plan how 
to make the most efficient use of the funds available to them. They must 
decide how to divide disbursements among broad categories of expense, 
including salaries and wages, equipment and supplies, binding, building 
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TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION TITLEOF FUNDSUNDER 11-A 
Cumu-
Autho- lative N U M B E R  OF G R A N T S  
riza- Autho- Appro- Supple-
FY tion rization priation Obligations Basic mental Special 
(in millions) 
1966 $50 $ 50 $10 $ 8,400,000 1,830 
1967 50 100 25 24,500,000 1,989 1,266 132 
1968 50 150 25 24,900,000 2,111 1,524 60 
1969 25 175 25 24,900,000 2,224 1,747 77 
1970 75 250 12.5 9,816,000 2,201 1,783 
1971 90 340 9.9 9,900,000 548 531 115 
1972 18 358 11 10,993,000 504 494 21 
1973 52.5 410.5 12.5 12,500,000 2,061 65 
1974 59.5 470 9.985 9,960,200 2,377 
1975 70 540 9.75 
Totals $150.635 $135,869,200 15,845 7,345 470 
Source: Figures on appropriations, obligations, and numbers of grants from: Stevens, 
Frank A., and Carl, Herbert A. “Higher Education Act, Title I1 A.” In Bowker 
Annual. . . 1975. New York, Bowker, 1975,p. 139,“Table 2, Number of Grants Issued.” 
TABLE 6. LIBRARY PROGRAMSEDUCATION 
F E L L 0  WSHIPS/ 
TRAlNEESHIPS 
Post I N S T I T U T E S  
Academic Insti- Doc- Mas- Mas- Asso- Institu- Partici- Aibpro-
Year tutions toral ter’s ter’s ciate Total tions pants priations 
1966/67 
1967/68 
1968/69 
1969/70 
1970/71 
1971/72 
1972/73 
1973/74 
1974/75 
1975/76 
24 
38 
51 
56 
48 
19 
14 
39 
50 
52 
116 
168 
193 
171 
116 
39 
21 
21 
25 
58 
47 
30 
15 
6 
3 
4 
3 
62 
327 
494 
379 
200” 
(“1 
(“)
1 5gb 
171d 
17 
5 
139 
501 
709 
602 
386 
122 
42 
201 
200 
66 
91 
46 
38 
39 
24 
29 
30 
2,084 
3,101 
1,347 
981 
654 
1,346” 
1,339 
1,557 
$ 1,000,000 
3,750,000 
8,250,000 
8,250,000 
4,000,000 
3,900,000 
3,572,000 
2,850,000 
2,000,000 
2,000,000 
Total 339 897 191 1,792 22 2,902 363 12,409 $39,572,000 
a Twenty traineeships were awarded in each of these years in an experimental program 
at SUNY-Albany. 
Includes 14 traineeships. 
O Includes 45 traineeships. 
Includes 3 traineeships. 
Source: Reed, Sarah R .  “Federally Funded Training for Librarianship,” Library Trends 
24:90, July 1975. 
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operation and maintenance, and library materials. With regard to their 
collections, they have to decide how the funds set aside for materials will 
be divided between purchases of books and purchases of serial publica- 
tions, including newspapers, magazines, newsletters, research journals, and 
so on. They have to decide how much money to spend on newly published 
book titles and current subscriptions to serials, and how much to spend for 
the purchase of backlist titles of books and for old issues of serial publica- 
tions that are needed to fill gaps in the collection. They must decide how 
many of their publications shall be purchased in the conventional hard 
copy form and how many in microform. They must also decide how much 
to spend on books and serials in physics, philosophy, economics, urban 
studies, art and all of the other subject areas in which they maintain 
collections. Though not as a result of deliberate choices, some material 
will come from university presses, some from commercial publishers, and 
some from professional societies and associations; some will come from 
foreign publishers, and some from publishers located in the United States. 
This is only a partial list of the choices facing librarians in their de- 
cisions regarding use of funds, but it has already raised more questions 
than could be dealt with adequately here. Attention shall be focused on 
the following four questions: 
1. Over the period 1970-76, how did a sample of academic libraries dis- 
tribute available funds among three major expenditure categories -
materials, wages and salaries, and all other expenses? 
2. 	 Over the same period, how did the librarians divide their expenditures 
on materials between books and serials, and how much of each were 
they able to buy in “real” terms (number of book titles, number of 
serial subscriptions) ? 
3. 	 In  1976 how did these libraries divide their total expenditures on ma- 
terials between current and backlist books and serials? 
4.How did they divide their total expenditures on materials between 
imported and domestically produced books and serials? 
In  formulating answers to these questions, we sall rely most heavily on 
the findings of a recent study of library operations that included a survey 
of collection development in academic libraries.15 
A RECENT SURVEY OF LIBRARIES 
The Machlup and Leeson survey of collection development in li-
braries relied on an elaborate random-sampling plan to try to obtain 
various kinds of information from a “representative” sample of academic, 
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public, special, and federal libraries in the United States. Here we shall 
discuss only the findings pertaining to academic libraries. 
Altogether 329 academic libraries (out of a total of nearly 3000 in the 
United States at the time) were selected and sent questionnaires. Of these, 
131 returned at least partially filled out forms for a rate of response just 
under 40 percent. Considering the length of the questionnaire -5 major 
parts in 26 pages containing over 400 questions-and the great detail 
in which data were sought, this can be considered a rather gratifying rate 
of response. Nevertheless, because some 60 percent of the chosen sample 
did not respond, the extent of “representativeness” of the responding sam-
ple may be questioned and there may be biases present in the results, some 
known, but most unknown. One known bias can be mentioned at once. 
The responding group of 131 libraries contains a disproportionate number 
of large academic libraries. This is due primarily to an extremely high re-
sponse rate from member-libraries of the Association of Research Li- 
braries. Thanks to the endorsement and cooperation of that association, 
75 of the 105 members completed the questionnaires they had been sent. 
Although 13 1 academic libraries returned usable questionnaires, many 
failed to answer some of the questions posed or to provide annual data 
for some of the years for which they had been requested, 1970 through 
1976. Hence, in order to have, for the presentation of annual data, a 
consistent sample containing the same libraries from year to year, only 
those that were able to provide data for all seven years requested are 
included in the statistical tables. There were seventy-five such libraries. 
Providing definitive answers, that is, conclusive findings, to all four 
questions posed would require a good deal more quantitative data than 
are a t  present available. By drawing on the findings of the Machlup and 
Leeson study, however, partial or tentative answers can be provided. They 
will be based in some instances on more or less dependable “measured” 
magnitudes of dollar outlay, and in other instances on less dependable 
rough estimations and “impressions” obtained from the librarians. 
MAJOR EXPENSE CATEGORIES 
In order to see on a nationwide scale how librarians at academic insti- 
tutions have been allocating their total funds among the three major 
expense categories -materials (books, serials, and other materials), sala- 
ries and wages, and all other (plant operation and maintenance, supplies 
and equipment) -data compiled by the National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) and reported for benchmark years in Library Statistics 
of Colleges and Universities may be examined. The left side of Table 7 
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TABLE 7. EXPENDITURES LIBRARIESBY ALL US. ACADEMIC 
~~~ 
Total Expen- 
ditures (ex-
Number cluding cap- Materials Wages C? Salaries A l l  Other 
of Li- ital outlays, ( i n  , % (in % ( in  % 
Year brnries i n  thousands) thousands) Total thousands) Total thousands) Total 
1960 1,951 $ 137,200 $ 40,700 29.7 $ 84,100 61.3 $12,400 9.0 
1964 2,140 246,000 79,000 32.1 145,000 59.0 22,000 8.9 
1968 2,370 509,800 187,900 36.9 274,100 53.8 47,800 9.3 
1969 2,431 584,800 212,900 36.4 317,400 54.3 54,500 9.3 
1971 2,535 737,500 247,700 33.6 417,300 56.6 72,500 9.8 
1973 2,887 866,800 282,200 32.6 496,500 57.3 88,100 10.1 
1975 2,972 1,058,800 327,900 31.0 654,100 61.8 76,800 7.2 
Percent 
change 52.3 81.1 54.0 106.1 40.9 
Source: National Center for Education Statistics. Library Statistics of ColIeges and Uni- 
versities, Fall 1969: Anabtical Report. Washington, D.C., USGPO, 1969, p. 4; ~. 
Library Statistics o j  ColleEes and Universities, Fall 1971:Analytical Report. Washington, D.C., 
USGPO, 1971, p. 3; ~. Library Statistics o f  ColleEes and Universities, Fall 1973: 
Summary Data. Washington, D.C., USGPO, 1973, p. 9; and ___. Library Statistics 
of Colleges and Universities, Fall 1975:Analytical Report. Washington, D.C., USGPO, 1975. 
shows NCES data on total expenditures and expenditures in each of the 
three subcategories for all academic libraries in the United States for the 
years 1960, 1964, 1968, 1969, 1971, 1973 and 1975. The number of aca- 
demic libraries grew by 1021 institutions over the period, from 1951 in 1960 
to 2972 in 1975, an increase of 52.3 percent. Over the same period total 
expenditures, excluding capital outlays, increased by 81.1 percent, from 
$137.2 million in 1960 to $1058.8 million in 1975. This increase reflects 
the combined effects of a growing population and a growth in expendi- 
tures by individual libraries that had occurred over the period. We can 
obtain some idea of how the expenditures of individual libraries had 
grown by calculating the average expenditures per library for 1960 and 
1975. Thus the “average” academic library spent $70,300 in 1960, and 
$356,300 in 1975, an increase of over 400 percent. 
The increase would be far less than this if the expenditure figures 
were adjusted to account for price inflation in the goods and services 
purchased by the libraries over the period in question. Thus, if we ex- 
press both figures in terms of 1977 dollars by using the GNP implicit price 
deflator applying to the industrial category “printing and publishing,” 
we find that the average library in 1960 had, in constant 1977 dollars, 
total expenditures of $139,400; in 1975 the average library had, in 1977 
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dollars, total expenditures of $394,600, an increase of 183 percent. Since 
we are primarily interested in the distribution of funds among the three 
categories rather than the absolute amounts, we shall not bother to cor- 
rect the remaining figures for inflation, an adjustment that would have 
no effect on the percent distributions of expenses among the three 
subcategories. 
Table 7 shows that the percentage of total expenditures going for 
materials, primarily books and serials, was 29.7 percent in 1960 and 31.0 
percent in 1975; salaries and wages accounted for 61.3 percent of total ex- 
penditures in 1960 and 61.8 percent in 1975; and all other categories 
accounted for 9.0 percent in the earlier year and 7.2 percent in 1975. Com- 
parisons of the observed distribution of funds for the first and last years 
shown on the table would by themselves suggest a remarkable stability in 
spending patterns over the period. This was not the case in actual fact. 
There was a gradual increase in the proportion of funds spent on materials 
between 1960 and the end of the decade, and a corresponding decline in 
the proportion spent on salaries and wages. By 1968, expenditures on 
books, serials and other materials had reached 36.9 percent of the total, 
and expenditures on salaries and wages had fallen to 53.8 percent. By 1969 
the gradual redistribution of funds from salaries and wages to materials 
had ended and a shift in the oppolsite direction had begun. The figures for 
the years 1969, 1971, 1973 and 1975 show clearly that the reversal that 
began in 1968 continued and remained uninterrupted through 1975, bring- 
ing the relative amounts spent on the two categories very near to the dis- 
tribution observed for 1960. The “all other” category seemed to remain 
relatively stable in the 1960s, accounting for some 9 percent of total ex-
penditures. The percentage rose to 10.1 percent in 1973, and then fell by 
1975 to its lowest point, 7.2 percent, for any of the years shown. This cate- 
gory is a residual, and accounts for a relatively small proportion of expendi- 
tures. Our main interest lies with the other two categories discussed. 
Although we cannot offer hard data or conclusive evidence, we are 
prepared to venture a few guesses as to what caused the observed shifts 
in the distribution of expenditures between the two major categories. Gov- 
ernment support for colleges and universities is known to have increased 
in the 196Os, particularly in the second half of the decade. As beneficiaries 
of a portion of the new funds flowing into educational institutions, li- 
brarians were able to spend more on all categories of expense. It is likely, 
however, that their immediate reaction was to use the funds to purchase 
more books and serials, rather than to increase significantly the size of 
their staffs. The former alternative would quickly help accommodate a 
SUMMER 1979 37 
JACOB C O H E N  A N D  K E N N E T H  L E E S O N  
growing student population and would involve no long-term obligations. 
Spending on materials could easily be reduced in subsequent years. The 
latter alternative, however, would require some fundamental adjustments. 
The decision to increase staff is one that may take a good amount of time 
to make, and even more time to put into action. 
By the late sixties and into the early seventies, however, these ad- 
justments would have had time to work themselves out. Moreover, re- 
duced funding, tighter budgets, rapid price inflation and falling college 
enrollments were probably felt by that time, causing a more immediate 
cutback in expenditures on materials than on staff and explaining the 
reversal in the trends observed for the earlier years. 
The trends observed for the data in Table 8 will help in the interpre- 
tation of the data in Table 7. The annual expenditure figures shown in 
Table 8 are for a sample composed of seventy-five libraries, the same sev- 
enty-five each year, and span the period 1970-76. Although on the 
average, the sample contains larger libraries than does the population as 
a whole-in 1975 total expenditures for the average library in the 
sample was $2.3 million compared with only $356,000 for the whole 
population of libraries -the distribution of total expenditures among the 
three major categories is strikingly similar and exhibits the same trend 
over the period -a decline in the percentage of funds spent on materials, 
from 32.8 percent in 1970 to 29.2 percent in 1976, and an increase in the 
TABLE 8. EXPENDITURES OF SEVENTY-FIVEBY A SAMPLE 
ACADEMICLIBRARIES 
Total Expen- 
ditures (ex-
Year 
cluding cap-
ital outlays, 
in thousands) 
Materials 
( in  % 
thousands) Total 
Wages B Salaries 
(in % 
thousands) Total 
All Other 
(in % 
thousands) Total 
1970 $117,800 $38,600 32.8 $66,200 56.2 $13,000 11.0 
1971 124,400 38,400 30.9 73,000 58.6 13,000 10.5 
1972 130,60O 38,700 29.6 78,100 59.9 13,800 10.5 
1973 139,900 41,100 29.4 83,400 59.6 15,400 11.0 
1974 154,600 45,000 29.1 92,500 59.8 17,100 11.1 
1975 169,400 48,100 28.4 102,100 60.3 19,200 11.3 
1976 181,400 53,000 29.2 109,300 60.3 19,100 10.5 
Percent 
change 54.0 37.3 65.1 46.9 
Source: Machlup, Fritz, and Leeson, Kenneth. Information Through the Printed Word. 
New York, Praeger, 1978, vol. 3, Table 6.5.4. 
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percentage spent on salaries and wages, from 56.2 percent in 1970 to 60.3 
percent in 1976. Without the benefit of the longer time series, we might be 
tempted to infer that the observed decline signified a departure from 
earlier spending patterns, rather than a return to earlier patterns. Of 
course, a look at even longer time series might suggest yet another 
interpretation. 
The question of whether these spending patterns are returning to,or 
departing from, historical norms may be put aside, and trends of the 
recent past shall be considered by themselves. For all academic libraries, 
expenditures on materials rose by 54.0 percent from 1969 to 1975, while 
expenditures on wages and salaries rose by 106.1 percent. For the sample 
of 75 academic libraries, expenditures on materials rose by 37.3 percent 
from 1970 to 1976, while expenditures on wages and salaries rose by 65.1 
percent. Thus, funds spent on wages and salaries grew at a rate nearly 
double that of funds spent on materials, during a period when the prices 
of books and serials rose rapidly. What effect did this comparatively 
lethargic growth in the materials budgets have on the way librarians ap- 
portioned their funds among the various types of materials, and what 
did it mean in terms of the physical quantities of materials they were able 
to acquire? We shall consider these questions in turn. 
CHOOSING BETWEEN BOOKS AND SERIALS 
The data presented in Tables 7 and 8 suggest that librarians have 
been compelled to spend an ever-increasing proportion of their total 
budgets on wages and salaries over the first half of the current decade, 
and consequently a decreasing proportion on materials. With the 
prices of published materials increasing rapidly over the same period, 
some difficult choices had to be made about how to allocate funds avail- 
able for acquisitions among the various kinds of material -principally 
between books and serials. The figures pertaining to the seventy-five 
academic libraries reveal a startling picture of the choices that were made 
(see Table 9). 
Total expenditures on materials for the seventy-five libraries are re-
produced in Column 1of Table 9. Columns 2, 3, and 4 of the table show, 
respectively, how much of the total went for the purchase of books, how 
much for the purchase of serials, and how much for the purchase of other 
materials. Even in terms of current dollars (that is, dollars not adjusted for 
changes in prices), the amounts spent by the sample on books actually fell 
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Sources & Uses of Funds 
by 1.3 percent, over the period, from $23.8 million in 1970 to $23.5 mil-
lion in 1976. The figures for the intervening years are all lower than 
either of those at the end points. Over the same period, expenditures on 
serials increased by 100 percent, from $13.2 million in 1970 to $26.4 
million in 1976. Expenditures on other materials increased by over 90 
percent as well, but they account for a comparatively small proportion 
of total expenditures. 
These figures constitute significant, almost incredible, shifts in the 
buying patterns of the libraries. Over the period shown, the proportion 
of total expenditures on materials going for books fell from 62 percent to 
44 percent, while the proportion going for serials rose from 34 percent 
to 50 percent, demonstrating that when confronted by an economic pinch, 
the librarians opted to maintain their serials collection at the expense of 
books. 
This point is made more vividly by the figures shown in Columns 5 
through 8 of Table 9. Column 5 contains the average prices of hardbound 
books for the years 1970-76 and Column 7 contains the average prices 
for serial subscriptions. The former increased by 49.1 percent over the 
period, the latter by 116.3 percent. If we divide the dollars spent on 
books and serials by the average price of each, we obtain a measure of 
the number of books and the number of serial subscriptions that could be 
purchased with the money.la From Column 6 of the table we see that 
the number of books purchased annually dropped drastically by 30.0 per-
cent, from 2.0 million in 1970 to 1.4 million in 1976. Column 8 shows 
that for serial subscriptions, the prices of which had risen much faster 
than the prices of books, the number of subscriptions dropped by only 
7.6 percent, from 1.3 million for the 75 libraries in 1970 to 1.2 million in 
1976. 
Why the librarains demonstrated such a strong preference in favor 
of maintaining their serials collections even if it means making severe 
cutbacks on book purchases is not revealed by the data. We can speculate, 
however, that books may have been considered more expendable than 
journals, chiefly because the latter are generally thought to contain the 
c rnewest” knowledge, and hence to be indispensable for maintaining an 
up-to-date, comprehensive collection. There may also have been a re-
luctance to discontinue subscriptions to journals that had been held for 
years and years. Perhaps the librarians believed that they could, at some 
time in the future when budget pressures eased up, replenish their book 
collections by buying from the publishers’ backlists some of the book 
titles that were not purchased when first published. Judging from the 
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apparent backlog of such postponed purchases, however, it seems that a 
great deal of “catching up” would be required. 
BACKLIST PURCHASES AND IMPORTS 
There are two final aspects of the use of funds we should like to con-
sider: the amounts spent on backlist material and the amounts spent on 
imported material. Unlike the preceding discussions, however, we are 
unable to provide annual figures of dollars spent, chiefly because librarians 
do not usually record their purchases of materials by year of publication 
or country of origin. 
To try to obtain some idea of how much backlist and imported ma- 
terials the librarians believe they are purchasing, Machlup and Leeson 
posed the following questions separately for books and for serials: “Indi- 
cate what percent of your 1976 book (serial) expenditures was for books 
(serials) published prior to 1970 (to 1976),” and “Of your library’s total 
book (serial) expenditures for 1976,. ..please estimate the percent that 
went for the purchase of volumes published outside the United States.’’ 
In  Table 10 the responses are shown for the various samples of libraries 
that responded broken down into four ranges of their total expenditures 
in 1976. 
On the question of purchases of backlist books, the seventy-five re- 
sponding libraries indicated that approximately 11 percent of their expen- 
ditures on books in 1976 were for books published prior to 1970. There 
seems to be a tendency for the largest and smallest libraries in the sample, 
in terms of total expenditures, to purchase slightly higher proportions 
of backlist books than the libraries falling in between. For a sample of 
seventy-eight libraries, containing most of the members of the sample of 
seventy-five plus a few more, the proportion of expenditures in 1976 on 
issues of serials published prior to 1976 is 4.6 percent. Again, there is 
nothing particularly striking about the practices of libraries of different 
size. What these results for books and for serials seem to suggest is con- 
sistent with the speculations advanced earlier when reasons were being 
sought to explain the shifting of funds from book purchases to serial pur- 
chases. Apparently, a good deal more purchasing of backlist books is 
necessary than of back issues of serials. This would be the case if librarians 
tended to sacrifice the purchase of new books each year in order to main- 
tain the serial subscriptions they wanted. 
On the question of imported books and serials, the respondents indi- 
cated that some 29.8 percent of their total expenditures on books in 1976 
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went for purchases of imported books and 34.0 percent of their total ex-
penditures on serials went for serials published abroad. Here we see a clear 
relationship between the size of the libraries and the proportion of total 
material expenditures going for imports. The largest libraries, those 
with total expenditures of $4.0 million or more in 1976, devoted the largest 
percentage of their funds to imports, 38.9 percent and 39.8 percent for 
books and for serials, respectively. As we move from the largest libraries 
to the smallest, the percentages shown become smaller as well. 
These results seem to be consistent with what might be expected. The 
libraries with the largest expenditures are simply able to purchase more 
material and hence can both satisfy their appetites for “homegrown” 
materials and acquire some of the usually more expensive overseas prod- 
ucts. Libraries with smaller budgets cannot. 
REMAINING ISSUES 
We have been able to present some information on a few of the 
questions raised in an earlier section on the way librarians use their 
funds. Several other interesting issues, however, have not been covered 
in this paper. Among these is how librarians have been purchasing ma- 
terials in the various subject areas. On this topic we shall offer nothing at 
this time, partly because an adequate discussion would require a separate 
article, and partly because of the weakness of the available data on 
purchases by field. The interested reader can, however, refer to the Mach- 
lup and Leeson study for a discussion of the problems involved in re- 
search in this area, and even for some interesting, though rather soft, 
data regarding the libraries’ acquisitions broken down by field. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The generalization from a study of sources of funds based on ques- 
tionnaire responses is that academic libraries, particularly public ones, 
depend on their universities for the bulk of their financial support. Li- 
brary budgets seem to be more of a function of size of institutional budgets 
than high percentage allocations to the library, although budgetary growth 
in recent years seems to reflect increased financial effort. Decline in real 
support on a per student basis since 1972 is also evident from a study of 
aggregative data. 
On a direct basis a t  least, federal grants to academic libraries are 
minuscule compared to the fereral government’s total level of transfer 
payments. In  1976, for example, the amount transferred to individuals 
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and state and local governments was well over $150 billion.’? Tables 4 and 
5 reveal total appropriations under the Higher Education Act over a 
10-year period of less than $200 million. On the other hand, the picture 
changes drastically if credit is given to the federal sector for its total li- 
brary expenditures and subventions for library construction. 
On the uses side, two main generalizations are suggested by the 
Machlup and Leeson sample data and by “population” data for academic 
libraries. The latter data indicate that between 1960 and 1969, rising 
dollar expenditures were redistributed from salaries and wages to ma- 
terials (primarily books and serials), and thereafter a shift began in the 
opposite direction. The sample results covering the 1970-75 period con- 
firm the latter shift. 
A possible linkage between sources and uses may explain these suc- 
cessive shifts. An increase in government support in the second half of 
the 1960s encouraged relatively more spending on materials since this 
adjustment could be achieved faster than staff expansion. Moreover, an 
increasing student population encouraged building up the materials 
collection. 
The second major trend in uses, based on the sample survey, is the 
redistribution of the materials budget in favor of serials acquisitions, 
1970-76. The figures reveal a drastic drop (in physical units) in books 
purchased annually, with only a relatively slight drop in subscriptions. 
From the standpoint of rational decision-making, do these historical 
choices make sense? Similarly, was (and is) the degree of university li- 
brary support the optimal one? Hopefully, the other chapters in this 
volume will suggest m e  approaches to evaluation. 
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